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Department of Energy 
Ohio Field Office 

Fernald Area &fice 
P. 0. Box 538705 

Cincinnati, Ohio 45253-8705 
(51 3) 648-31 55 

SEP 2 7 1996 
DOE-1405-96 

Mr. James A. Saric, Remedial Project Director 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region V - SRF-5J 
77 West Jackson Bodevard 
CMcagO, Illinois 60604-3590 

Mr. Tom Schneider, Project Manager 
I Ohio Environmental Protecdon Agency 

401 East 5th Street 
Dayton, Ohio 45402-2911 

Dear Mr. Saric and Mr. Schdder: 

TRAMSWlTAL O f  RESPORISES TO US. EHWROfWENT'Al. PROTECIWH 

CXSGN OF THE Opssrrr WSPOSAL FAaUTY 

- ". 

 hi^ letter transmits the responses to US. Environmental Protection A ~ I C ~  (u.s. EPA) 
and Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) comments on the Pre-Final (90%) 
Design of the On-Site Disposal Facility. Following a request for extendon from EPA, these 
responses were due to U.S. EPA and OEPA on September 28,1996, thirty days after , 

receipt of comments from OEPA. 

Please contact Rod Warner at (51 3) 648-31 56 if there are any questions regardng this 
?re!r?smIm!. 

FEMP:Warner 

ohnny W. Reising 
Remedial Action 

Project Manager 

V Endosure: As Stated 
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RESPONSE TO USEPA TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS 
ON THE PREFINAL DESIGN PACKAGE 

FOR THE ON-SITE DISPOSAL FACILITY 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Prefinal Design Calculation Package 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: Not Applicable Page #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 1 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: NA 

Comment: U.S. EPA's original geceral comment 2 on the intermediate Design Package (IDP) 
requests that the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) provide additional information 
regarding the flood protection berm on the west side of the On-Site Disposal 
Facility (OSDF) and its proximity to the 2,000-year floodplain elevation. 

DOE'S response states that Drawing X-6 of the IDP plan indicates that the 2,000- 
year floodplain does not extend closer than 2,000 feet to the OSDF; therefore, 
there is no need to limit the OSDF perimeter berm to elevation 596.0 mean sea 
level (msl). DOE also states that the 596.0 msl elevation of the 2,000-year 
maximum probable flood (MPF) was not a design criteria. The revised 
calculations of the ID demonstrate that runon and runoff from the MPF design 
storm will be fully controlled by the OSDF surface water management system, 
and runon and runoff will not encroach upon the OSDF. 

The statement that the MPF elevation of 596.0 msl is not a design criteria is 
incorrect. Under parameters for design, the IDF calculation package (see Section 
13-1, Data Verification, Sheets 2 and 3 of 45) states that rainfall for the storm 
event used in the design method includes the following: 

SmmEYau fall (i&& 
2-Year, 24-Hour 2.55 
2.5-Year, 24-Hour 4.7 
2,000-Year, 24-Hour 13.0 

Therefore, it appears that the MPF elevation is, in fact, a design criteria. U.S. 
EPA also disagrees that the calculations of the IDP demonstrate that runon and 
runoff will be fully controlled by the OSDF surface water management system 
and will not encroach upon the OSDF. 

To properly demonstrate that the MPF will not adversely affect the OSDF, U.S. 
EPA recommends that DOE adhere to the following procedures: 

Use a water surface profile model (such as HEC-2) of the entire watershed, 
concentrating on the effects on Paddys Run Creek, the entire Fernald Site, 
and surrounding areas within the watershed. 

The effects of the 25-, loo-, and 2,000-year storms should be modeled. 

000004 
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established if intrawell trending is to be conducted; and (3) provide timeframes 
when intraweii trending will change to up to down gradient comparisons. 

DOE should discuss each of these issues for both the till aquifer and GMA. 

(1 1 Why upgradient to downgradient comparisons cannot be made before 
completing aquifer restoration activities - up-to down-gradient comparisons are 
typically employed for unaltered groundwater flow situations. Although up- to 
down-gradient comparisons could be made prior to  completion of aquifer 
restoration in .the OSDF area, the aquifer restoration activities are expected to  
change the gradients and flow directions. Upgradient in the GMA is currently 
west, while downgradient is east. The GMA aquifer restoration activities are 
anticipated to reverse this, and the variation of pumping that is typically 
associated with groundwater extraction systems optimization is anticipated to 
cause further dynamic variation over time. For these reasons, intrawell trending 
is a better mechanism to track potential changes of GMA groundwater quality in 
the OSDF area. Text within Section 4.0 (currently at Section 4.4.1 Trend 
Analysis Results) will be revised to briefly discuss this. Unlike flow in the GMA, 
the up- and down-gradient designation of fluid movement in the till is difficult to 
assign, as is discussed in the current Section 3.3 Hydrogeology. For this reason, 
intrawell trending is a very good mechanism to track changes in glacial till 
perched groundwater quality in the OSDF area. 

Response: 

(2) How the,baseline for each well will be established i f  intrawell trending is to 
be conducted - Text in Section 4.0 will be revised to indicate how baseline will 
be established for each monitoring point. Briefly stated, 12 sampling events will 
occur, and at the conclusion of those, an evaluation will be made as to whether 
sufficient data exist to ascertain the type of distribution of the data, and from 
that to select an appropriate statistical method and associated statistical measure 
(e.g., arithmetic or geometric mean, upper confidence limit, upper tolerance limit, 
etc.); this will be the basis for determining whether baseline has been 
established. This determination is anticipated to be made on a monitoring-point-, 
system-by system- (e.g., LCS, LDS, glacial till monitoring, GMA monitoring), and 
cell-by-cell-specific basis. Over time, for each cell, four different baselines might 
exist based upon combination of the two following basic distinctions: (1) prior 
to vs. after completion of cover for an individual cell; and (2) prior to vs. after 
remediation of GMA groundwater in the OSDF area. The first is anticipated to 
be of pariicular importance for the LCS and LDS (and possibly for the horizontal 
well in the glacial till), while the second is anticipated to be of particular 
importance to the GMA monitoring. 

.~. , 

. .... 

(3) Timeframes when intrawell trending will change to  up-to down-gradient 
comparisons - Text in Section 4.0 will be revised to indicate that up-to down- 
gradient comparisons will be made for GMA wells after remediation of the GMA 
underlying the OSDF area is completed, and after GMA flow directions in the 
OSDF area normalize. 

Action: See response to each issue. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section t: 6.0 Page I: 6-9 
Original General Comment I: 3 

Commentor: Saric 
bine d:  NA 

Comment: The text presents a very general discussion of sampling that focuses on 
ground water sampling and does not address monitoring or sampling leachate. 
DOE should expand the discussion t o  address specific sampling procedures for 
leachate. 

Response: This text will be revised t o  address sampling and analysis requirements for the 
LCS and LDS sampling specified in sections 4.0 and 5.0. 

BQPUOW Aose Management and Westoeatiow Blew 

Commenting Organization: U.S. €PA 
Section W: Not Applicable Page I: NA 
Original General Comment 8: 4 

Commentor: Saric 
Line I: NA 

Comment: The introduction t o  the Borrow Area Management and Restoration (BAMR) Plan 
states that management and restoration activities will be conducted t o  obtain on- 
site borrow soils for construction, filling, and closure of the OSDF. Section 4.6 
of the BAMR Plan contains one paragraph that briefly describes the restoration 
activities planned for the borrow area; however, this is the only text that 
discusses restoration activities. The BAMR Plan should be revised t o  include 
additional detail regarding borrow area restoration activities. 

Response: Borrow area restoration activities have three principal components: (I) final 
grading to  elevations shown on Drawing G-42; (ii) revegetation with grasses as 
specified in Specification Section 02930; and (iii) decommissioning of the 
sedimentation basin in accordance with the SWMEC Plan. 

Action: The BAMR Plan will be revised t o  include additional detail regarding borrow area 
restoration activities in a new section o f  the plan. 

Cowstuurction Quality Assurramce Plan 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section %: 5.4, 8.10, 8.12 Page #: NA 
Original General Comment 1: 5 

Commentor: Saric 
bine %: NA 

Comment: The Construction Quality Assurance Plan has been revised and is  acceptable. 
However, the document still implies that only the construction quality control 
(CQC) consultant will certify that the installation is acceptable. The OSDF 
subcontractor has a contract t o  construct the OSDF and has a contractual 
responsibility to  build the facilities according to the plans and specifications. It 

G:\cornmenta\useps\udeegn09.96\September 27. 1996 4 



FEMP USEPA COMMENT RESPONSE 
OSDF Re-final Design Peckage (Rev. F) 

Response: 

Action: 
- - - - - - - -  

is common practice in the construction industry t o  have the constructor certify 
that the project has been completed in accordance with the contract documents. 
U.S. EPA still believes that such certification should be required of the OSDF 
subcontractor as well as the CQC consultant. 

DOE agrees the OSDF Subcontractor has a contractual responsibility t o  build 
facilities according to  the plans and specifications. The OSDF Subcontractor has 
many requirements for certification of his work which are enumerated in the 
Technical Specifications for the contract. The CQA Plan is intended t o  
enumerate the requirements relative t o  the work certification by the third-party 
CQ Consultant. 

No action is required. 

Impacted Materials Placement Plan 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: Not Applicable Page #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 6 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: NA 

Comment: The impacted materials placement plan describes procedures t o  be used for 
materials acceptance, placement, compaction, and quality assurance (QA) and 
quality control (QC) activities during the operation of the on-site disposal facility. 
The only aspect o f  material acceptance and placement that is not clearly 
described is the length of material that will be accepted from the dismantling 
operations at Operable Unit (OU) 3. The plan should specify the maximum length 
for material acceptance and that this maximum length is necessary t o  ensure that 
soil placed around the material is properly compacted. 

Response: The IMP Plan states in Paragraph 4.3, page 4-1, that the maximum length of 
metals or other components of a building structure shall be 10 feet (3 m). No 
maximum length of regularly (Le., square, rectangular, etc.) shaped items is 
given because compaction can be readily achieved around these regular shapes. 

Action: No action is required. 

Postclosure Care and Inspection Plan 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: Not Applicable Page #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 7 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: NA 

Comment: The postclosure care and inspection plan (PCCIP) is not complete. Various 
sections (such as Section 5.3) are left out for future development, and the date 
for completing these sections is not provided. The PCCIP should be completed 
and, if certain sections are t o  be completed later, the date for completing such 
sections should be specified. 
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FEMP USEPA COMMENT RESPONSE 
OSDF Re-final Design Peckege (Rev. F) 

the liner system to a leak detection system manhole located on the west side of 
the OSDF. The text should be revised to discuss the seal for the liner system 
around the double-walled HDPA pipe. 

Response: The following text will be added at  the appropriate location of the final DCP. 
"The liner system pipe penetration should be designed to be watertight to 
prevent leakage through the penetration. Materials used to seal the penetration 
should have similar physical and durability characteristics as the materials used 
to construct the liner system. 

Action: As per response. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: 2.8.3 Page #: 2-90 
Original Specific Comment #: 4 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: NA 

Comment: The original specific comment 3 on the IDP requests that DOE provide additional 
information on the discharge of storm water runoff from the OSDF watershed 
and on restricting the discharge rate to the predevelopment rate. DOE'S 
response indicates concurrence with the comment but does not address how the 
restricted discharge rate will be implemented. The certified for construction 
(CFC) design package should address how the restricted discharge rate will be 
implemented, and the text should be revised to indicate that the CFC design 
package will incorporate this information. 

Response: Stormwater runon/runoff from the site will be diverted to one of several sediment 
basins. Because specifics regarding the actual construction areas were not 
defined, the sediment basin design information presented in the Prefinal Design 
Package is preliminary. As stated in the executive summary to Section 12.2 of 
the calculations, only initial estimates of sediment storage volume was 
calculated. Additional calculations will need to be performed as part of the 
development of the certified for construction (CFC) design package. 

I Action: As per response. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: 3.2.7 Page #: 3-15 
Original Specific Comment #: 5 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: NA 

Comment: The text identifies administrative requirements for the design package regarding 
the preparation of project deliverables, and a list of cost estimates that should 
be prepared for implementation. U.S. EPA recommends that the text be revised 
to include a cost estimate for Borrow Area Restoration. 

Response: Borrow area restoration is considered part of the OSDF project. Accordingly, a 
cost estimate for borrow area restoration is included in the overall cost estimate 
prepared for the OSDF project. 
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FEMP USEPA COMMENT RESPONSE 
OSDF Pre-final Design Package (Rev. F) 

with text describing DOE'S refined material flow concept and intentions for 
presenting the concept to U.S. EPA. 

Response: DOE will remove Appendix F from the DCP for clarity. The appendix was a 
conceptual vision (e.g., starting point) for the engineering design firm to establish 
a basis for design. This vision has been refined as the design progressed. As to 
the material flow concept, a meeting was held on May 24, 1996 at which time 
DOE presented the Soil/Debris model. This model is a tool that DOE plans to 
use for material placement. The model is updated on a periodic basis to reflect 
new information. 

Action: Remove Appendix F from the DCP. 

OSDF Drawings 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: Sheet No. G-12 Page #: NA 
Original Specific Comment X :  9 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: NA 

Comment: Section D/G-12 on this sheet shows anti-seep collars and cut-off trenches. 
However, it is not clear what these items are and what purpose they may serve. 
Additional details should be shown to clarify the section. 

Response: The objective of anti-seep collars and cut-off trenches is to minimize seepage 
along the length of the pipe. The anti-seep collars and cut-off trenches achieve 
this objective by lengthening the flow path along the length of the pipe thus 
decreasing the hydraulic gradient, defined as head differential divided by flow 
length. When the hydraulic gradient is decreased, seepage along the length of 
the pipe is minimized. 

Action: A detail of the anti-seep collar and cut-off trench will be added to the Final 
Design Package for clarity. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: Sheet No. G-17 Page #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 10 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: NA 

Comment: A circled area is indicated as "Liner system at  perimeter berm and impacted run- 
off catchment area," with a detail number 1WG-22. The circled area is not an 
impacted area; the reference and the detail number should be removed. 

Response: The area shown as the "Liner system at  perimeter berm and impacted run-off 
catchment area" will be used to contain impacted iunoff in an active cell. The 
impacted runoff in this area will be allowed to percolate into the underlying 
leachate collection system. The functioning of this area is described more fully 
in Section 6.9 of the Prefinal Impacted Material Placement Plan. The 
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FEMP USEPA COMMENT RESPONSE 
OSDF Re-final Design Package (Rev. F) 

characterization of the circled area as an impacted runoff catchment area is 
accurate. 

Action: No action is required. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section 1: Sheet No. G-22 Page #: NA 
Original Specific Comment t: 9 9 

Commentor: Saric 
bine I: NA 

Comment: The detail number 98/G-17 shown on this sheet is not correct. The sheet should 
be revised to indicate that the correct number is 98/G-28. 

Response: The reference shown for detail number 98/G-97 is incorrect and should be 
4 8/G-28. 

Action: The correct reference for detail 98 is 98/6-28 and will be corrected in the Final 
Design Package. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: Sheet No. S-'I Page #: NA 
Original Specific Comment I: 92 

Cornmentor: Saric 
bine #: NA 

Comment: Section B/S-9 refers t o  Note 6 for floor suppoa and Note 9 for manhole 
embedment fill. However, the notes are not referenced correctly. The sheet 
should be reviewed and revised to  indicate correct references. Note 43 is 
referenced with the section; however, it should be removed because it does not 
exist on this sheet. 

This sheet includes a sectional plan designated as 942/S-9; the reference is not 
correct and should be designated as 9 42/M-4. 

Section A/S-1 incorrectly shows concrete reinforcing as "14 @ 92 OC" each 
way. It should be shown as "#4 @ 98 OC" each way, as is used for similar 
reinforcing specifications. 

Response: Note 6 and Note 9 for the floor support and manhole embedment fill, 
t-espectiwely, referenced on Section B E - 9  are incorrect. These references should 
read Note 7 and Note 3, respectively. Note 43 on Section B E - 9  is not required. 

The reference shown for detail number 992/S-I is incorrect and should be 
4 12/M-4. 

Section A/S:I incorrectly shows steel reinforcing in the manhole cover slab on 
the left portion as "W4 @ 42" O.C." The correct reinforcing steel specification 
for this portion of the manhole cover slab should be "#4 @ 98" O.C." 
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OSDF Pre-final Design Package (Rev. F) 

Action: The correct references as noted above will be implemented in the Final Design 
Package. 

Commenting Organization: US. EPA 
Section #: Sheet Nos. S-1 and S-2 Page #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: .13 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: NA 

Comment: These sheets show plans for leachate collection system (LCS) and leachate 
detection system (LDS) manholes, as well as the permanent lift station. Electric 
service panels are also shown on these plans: however, no dimensions or details 
are presented. It is not clear how the panels are to be constructed or how they 
are connected or attached t o  the concrete slab. Proper details o f  the panels 
should be presented on these sheets or reference t o  appropriate drawings should 
be made. 

Response: The Specification Package (Section 161 00, Part 3.06 "Equipment Supports") will 
be revised t o  instruct the Subcontractor to  install the equipment supports 
according t o  the manufacturer's recommendations and t o  attach them t o  the 
concrete surface with expansion anchors. Notes will be added t o  Drawings S-1 
and S-2 to  direct the Subcontractor to Section 16100 of the Specification 
Package. 

... 

Action: As per response. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: Sheet No. S-3 Page #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 14 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: NA 

Comment: Section A 6 3  presents the detail of the cover slab and reinforcing, which 
consists of #6 and 18" OC each way in a single layer at the mid-depth of slab. 
Because the concrete slab is thick (ranging from 6 inches t o  1 foot), one layer 
of reinforcing is not adequate according to  the American Concrete Institute (ACI) 
code. Design of this cover slab should be revised as necessary. 

Response: The detail will .be revised t o  require t w o  layers of #4 bars at 12 in. OC each way. 

Action: As per response. 

Groundwater Detection Monitoring Program 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: 4.3.2.1 Page #: 4-7 
Original Specific Comment #: 15 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: 25-29 

Comment: The text  states that leachate samples will be- collected from the leachate 
collection system every month during the first year and then quarterly thereafter 

., 1 '_ ,'$ y '  ' I 
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FEMP USEPA COMMENT RESPONSE 
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until closure. However, 40 CFR 264.303 requires that the liquid level in the 
leachate collection system be recorded weekly. DOE should state that it will 
comply with the inspection schedule required, in addition to analyzing leachate 
samples according to the proposed schedule. 

Response: During the active life through installation of the final cover 40 CFR 
5264.303(c)(l) requires that the amount of liquids removed from each leak 
detection system sump be recorded weekly. After installation of the final cover, 
40 CFR §264.303(~)(2) requires that the amount of liquids removed from each 
leak detection system sump be recorded at  least monthly, but allows a tiered 
reduction in frequency. DOE intended to address these requirements in the 
OSDF Post-Closure Care and Inspection Plan (and indeed included them therein 
in Section 6.8), and once the requirements Rad been agreed to there, then to 
copy them to either this Plan or the OSDF Systems Plan. However, in 
accordance with this comment, the text in Section 4.0 of the Plan will be 
modified accordingly to address these requirements. 

Action: As per response. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: 4.3.2.4 Page #: 4-7 
Original Specific Comment #: 46 

Commentor: Saric 
Line d :  34-34 

Comment: The text states that the leak detection system will be monitored monthly for the 
first year and that samples will be analyzed when enough liquid is present. 
However, 40 CFR 264.303 requires that the liquid level in the leak detection 
system be recorded weekly for the active life of the landfill. In addition, 40 CFR 
264.304 requires analysis of leachate at specific times that may be more 
frequent than monthly. Furthermore, 40 CFR 264.304 requires the analysis of 
more than target parameters. DOE should revise the plan to comply with this 
regulation. 

Response: Regarding frequency of recording for the amount of liquids removed from each 
leak detection system sump, see the response to Original Specific Comment 15. 

Regarding response actions and associated sampling and analysis required under 
40 CFR 264.304, the text in Section 6.8 of the OSDF Post-Closure Care and 
Inspection Plan (Revision F) addressed those requirements. In order to eliminate 
the possibility of discongruence between the same needs being addressed in two 
different plans, DOE intends to present the response actions requirements only 
in the OSDF Ground Water Monitoring Plan, and will revise the text of this plan 
a cco rding l y . 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.4.1 Page #: 4-8 Line #: 12 
Original Specific Comment #: 17 

Comment: The text states that the trend analysis baseline o f  the volume o f  leachate will be 
used t o  begin a qualitative trend analysis for the volume of leachate. Both 40 
CFR 264.301 and 264.304 require that a quantitative assessment be made in 
determining the rate of leachate generation and accumulation in the leak 
detection system. DOE should also incorporate this quantitative analysis into i ts 
Correlation of Monitoring Data section. 40 CFR 264.97(h) also requires that the 
owner or operator conduct a quantitative statistical analysis and not  a qualitative 
analysis. DOE should present a statistical analysis that complies with 40 CFR 
264.97(h). DOE should also incorporate this quantitative analysis into the 
section on Correlation of Monitoring Data. 

Response: (1) Quantitation of leachate generation and accumulation quantities per 40 CFR 
264.301 and 264.304 - See response t o  Original Specific Comment 15. 

(2) Quantitative statistical analysis per 40 CFR 264.97(h) - OAC 3745-27-1 O(C), 
determined as an ARAR in both the OU2 ROD and the OU5 ROD, at  Paragraph 
(61, indicates that after completing collection o f  background .data, the owner or 
operator of the landfill facility shall specify which statistical method(s) will be 
used in evaluating groundwater quality; the paragraph also identifies five (5) 
statistical methods which may be considered:(l) a parametric analysis of 
variance; or (ii) an analysis of variance based on ranks; or (iii) a tolerance or 
prediction interval; or (iv) a control chart approach; or (v) another statistical 
method. Paragraph (7) of the same OAC rule identifies the performance 
standards for the statistical methods. DOE intends to  identify in the future, after 
baseline is established, which statistical method (on a parameter by parameter 
basis) will be used t o  evaluate groundwater quality. The text will be revised t o  
reflect this. 

(3) Incorporation of these into the correlation for monitoring data. The text will 
be revised t o  include these into the discussion in the Correlation of Monitoring 
Data section. 

Action: As per response to  each issue. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: 4.5 Page #: 4-8 
Original Specific Comment #: 18 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: 41 

Comment: The text presents a response approach if both the cap, and the primary liner have 
failed. The approach described does not comply with 40 CFR 304, which 
requires a specific response action plan, specifies when the response action pian 
is t o  be implemented, specifies reporting requirements and requires more 
complete analysis than proposed by DOE in this section. DOE should revise this 
section to  comply with 40 CFR 264.304. The response plan also does not 
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comply with the requirements of 40 CFR 264.98. DOE should fully discuss the 
response actions to be taken if the groundwater monitoring wells indicate a 
potential release. 

Response: See the response to  the second part of Original Specific Comment # 96. 

Action: No action is required. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: 4.6 Page #: 4 9  
Original Specific Comment 1: I 9 

Commentor: Saric 
bine #: 96 

Comment: The text state that DOE will submit groundwater monitoring and leachate and 
leak detection reports to U.S. EQA on an annual basis. DOE should submit 
groundwater monitoring and leachate collection and leak detection reports to 
U.S. EPA on a quarterly basis, and include a trend analysis peport in the 
integrated monitoring report (IEMQ), which is issued annually. 

Response: Available information will be submitted quarterly, in accordance with the 
reporting schedule proposed in the Integrated Environmental Monitoring Plan. 
The text will be revised to reflect this. 

Action : As per response. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EQA 
Section #: 5.5 Page #: 5-9 
Original Specific Comment I: 20 

Commentor: Saric 
bine #: NA 

Comment: Table 5-5 lists the background values for the five indicator parameters. The list 
should also include technetium-99. DOE should also describe how these 
background values were derived and should indicate their specific relationship to 
the on-site disposal facility. Background values for the target analytes should be 
developed from locations immediately upgradient of the disposal unit. In 
addition, proposed background values for total organic halogens are extremely 
high for uncontaminated groundwater, indicating organic contamination. DOE 
should discuss why the values are so high. Specific guidance for perched 
groundwater should also be included in the table. 

Response: DOE agrees that the values presented for total organic halogens are high. The 
commentor seems to be under the impression that the OSDF area overlies 
uncontaminated groundwater; howewer, the OSDF area overlies an area of the 
site which will be undergoing groundwater remediation, as is discussed in 
numerous places in this plan. Hence, actual baseline values, not background 
values, will be used. Please see the text currently in Section 4.2.4 of the plan 
for further discussion of the monitoring well network, timing of installation of 
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these wells, and establishment of baseline GMA groundwater quality in the OSDF 
area. 

I Borrow Area Management and Restoration Plan 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 1.5 Page #: 1-2 Line #: 26 and 27 
Original Specific Comment #: 21 

Comment: The text states that the Prefinal Design Package (PDP) "provides project drawings 
that shall specifications be met during construction and ...." The text lacks clarity 
and should be revised. 

Response: The text will be revised to state, "...provides project drawings and specifications 
that shall be followed during construction; and ..." 

Action: As per response. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.3 Page #: 4-1 Line #: 28 and 29 
Original Specific Comment #: 22 

Comment: DOE has indicated that detailed material requirements for haul roads are 
presented in Section 02230 of the specifications and, where appropriate, the 
BAMR Plan has referenced the contract specifications. The revised text does not 
include a reference to the contract specifications. The text should be revised to 
specify where the contract specifications for haul roads can be found. 

Response: The referenced section of the BAMR Plan specifically covers haul roads within 
the  borrow area. The intent is to  allow the Subcontractor to  establish roads 
which are suitable to the temporary nature of activities within the borrow area. 
Haul roads connecting the borrow area to  the OSDF cell construction area are 
specifically called out on the Drawings and in the Technical Specifications. 

Action: No action is required. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: 5.1 Page #: 5-1 
Original Specific Comment #: 23 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: 5 to 10 

Comment: The text refers to two major developmental stages for the borrow area. The text 
should be revised to include a figure depicting the areas, swales, topography, 
and surface water flow during the specific construction stages. 
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Response: 

Action: As per response. 

A figure depicting the areas of development will be added to the BAMR Plan. 

Sudace Water Management And [E~osiosp Cont~oi Plan (SWRAECI 

Commenting organization: U.S. EPA 
Section 1: 1 . I  Page I: 1-1 
Original Specific Comment I: 24 

Commentor: Saric 
bine I: NA 

Comment: Some inconsistencies in Section 1. 1 conflict with discussions in Section 2.2, 
Page 2-2. The second paragraph of Page 1-1 states that "the SWMEC plan 
addresses surface water management and erosion control practices throughout 
the construction, impacted material placement, and closure of the OSDF." The 
SWMEC plan does not address surface water management and erosion control 
practices during or beyond the 30-year postclosure period prescribed in the final 
Record of Decision (ROD) for remedial actions at OU 2. Phose activities are to 
be addressed in a plan to be developed later." However, Page 2-2 identifies 
ARARs that should be addressed by the subcontractor. ARAR No. 6 refers to 
regulation No. OAC 3745-27-9 4(A)(1 ) , (2)  and states that following completion 
of final closure activities, postclosure care activities shall be conducted at  the 
sanitary landfill facility for a minimum of 30 years. Postclosure care activities 
shall include but are not limited to the following. 

0 Continuing operation and maintenance of the surface water management 
system. 

0 Maintaining the integrity and effectiveness of the cap system, including 
making repairs to the cap system as necessary to correct the effects of 
erosion and prevent runon and runoff from eroding or otherwise damaging 
the cap system. 

?he statement that the SWMEC plan does not address practices during or 
beyond the 30-year postclosure period, and that such practices will be addressed 
in a plan developed later, is not specific enough to address this issue. A more 
specific timeframe should be discussed and implemented for the final design 
SWMEC plan. 

Response: ARAR No. 6 on page 2-2 of the SWMEC plan will be deleted. Surface-water 
management and erosion control issues during the 30-year post-closure period 
have been addressed in the Post-Closure Care and Inspection Plan. 

Action: As per response. 

QQOOI23 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: 5.0 Page 1: 5.1 

Commentor: Saric 
tine 1: NA - 

Original Specific Comment #: 25 

Comment: 

Response: 

Action: 

Subsection 5.6 of the IDP was titled "BERMS." This subsection was removed 
from the PDP. The berms are needed to  divert runoff away from the OSDF and 
to contain flood waters in the channel. The text should be revised to  clarify why 
the berm subsection was removed. 

The SWMEC Plan text was revised to reflect the terms used in the document 
'Rainwater and Land Developmenf, Ohio's Standard for Stormwater 
Management Land Development and Urban Stream Protection, Second Edition, 
1996. In this document, "berms" are not addressed; however, other control 
features that are used to divert stormwater runonhnof f  (Le.* temporary 
diversions) are addressed in the SWMEC Plan. Berms designed as part of the 
permanent OSDF storm-water management system are shown in detail on the 
Drawings. 

No action is required. . .  

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: 5.5.1 Page #: 5.4 
Original Specific Comment #: 26 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: NA 

Comment: This section discusses the use and application of check dams. A reference is 
made to a detail illustrating a constructed check dam that is provided on page 
133 of the 1996 Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) "Rainwater and 
Land Development;" the text also indicates that the subcontractor shall install 
the check dam in accordance with ODNR. This detail should be incorporated into 
the Final Design Package. 

Response: Check dams are intended to be a part of the temporary erosion control system 
to be installed by the Subcontractor on an as-needed basis. Permanent ditches 
are designed with riprap for erosion protection. 

Action: No action is required. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 6.0 Page #: 6-1 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 27 

Comment: Subsection 6.2 of the IDP was titled "STRAW BALE BARRIERS." This subsection 
was removed from the PDP. The straw bales are an important erosion control 
feature and are needed to intercept sediment, to  decrease the velocity of sheet 
flow, and to reduce sedimentation around drainage inlets and catch basins. The 
text should be revised to explain why the subsection was removed. 

. .. . ...I. 
... . 
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OSDF System Component 

Leachate Collection System (LCS) & Leak 
Detection System (LDS) 

site security system 

drainage system 

FEMP USEPA COMMENT RESPONSE 
OSDF Re-final Design Package (Rev. F) 

Governing Table 

Tables 6-1 and 6-2 

Table 9-2 

Table 9-4 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: 6-1 Page #: 6-7 
Original Specific Comment #: 30 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: NA 

Comment: In Table 6-1, Note 2, the text states that the leachate collection and leak 
detection system shall be inspected after the occurrence of major earthquakes. 
US. EPA precommends that an inspection be completed after each earthquake 
in the OSDF area. The text should be revised accordingly. 

Response: Section 1 1.3 has been revised to indicate that DOE will be requesting reporting 
of unusual occurrences in the area of the FEMP OSDF that may affect subsurface 
stability by the sheriff's department from both Butler and Hamilton County, and 
that a Contingency Inspection (see Section 8.3) may be triggered by such a 
report. 

Footnotes to these tables have been revised to reference Section 11.3 Such 
notification will be the primary trigger for an inspection of the OSDF system 
components as indicated below: 

Systems Plan 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: 1.3 Page #: 1-4 
Original Specific Comment #: 31 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: 4 

Comment: U.S. €?A's original specific comment 160 on the ID? requests thst DOE provide 
additional information regarding maintenance of the leachate management 
system (LMS). DOE'S response is that the LMS will be maintained; however, no 
indication is made regarding who be responsible for LMS maintenance. The text 
should be revised to clarify who will be responsible for maintenance of the LMS. 

Response: DOE reiterates it's previous response which is: " The leachate management 
system will be maintained in good working order. The only question is who will 
maintain this system. It is a contractual matter and DOE would prefer to leave 
the second bullet as it currently is written. At this time discussions are 
underway to determine which bargaining unit will perform this function. Action: 
No action is required." 

. I  $ < . - ' &  ' I 000022 
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Action: No action is required at this time. DOE will keep EPA posted on the status of 
resolwing this issue. 
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RESPONSE TO OEPA TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS 

ON THE PREFINAL DESIGN PACKAGE 
FOR THE ON-SITE DISPO'SAL FACILITY 

SUPPORT PLANS 
Permitting Plan and Substantive Requirements 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW 
Section #: Appendix A Pg #: A-8 Line #: OAC 3745-66-19(A) Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: The first line contains a typographical error, "rot he" should read "to the". 

Response: Agreed. The typographical error will be corrected and the entire document will 
be reviewed for other such errors. 

Action: The text  on Page A-8 will be revised to read, "...to the local zoning authority, or 
the authority with jurisdiction ..." 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW 
Section #: Appendix A Pg #: A-15 Line #: OAC 3745-27-06(B)(6) Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: The bullet "Direction of flow and points of concentration .of all surface waters 
on the site ..." refers to drawings that do not contain the information listed. 
Most of this information appears to be left up to the subcontractor to provide 
(e.g. Section 02270, Erosion and Sediment Control). However this information 
should be provided with the drawings. 

Response: Although the subcontractor does have the responsibility to  provide much of the 
information on stormwater and sediment control, it must be within the criteria 
established by the OSDF drawings'and specifications. Additional detail, such as 
arrows to indicate the flow of surface water and the location of concentration 
points, will' be added to Drawing G-2 and' will be part of the criteria the 
subcontractor must consider. 

Action: As stated in response. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFF0 
Section #: Appendix A Pg #: A-22 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: The citation to OAC 3745-27-06(C)(3) and the requirement to control and 
manage groundwater infiltration is listed as "not applicable". The reason for this 
is not clear considering that the OSDF is planned to be constructed in a location 
with areas of known perched water and that over-digging water-bearing sand 
seams is a design consideration. 

Response: To determine the rate of perched water infiltration in the footprint of the OSDF, 
three test pits were excavated to a depth of nine feet during the field activities 
for the Addendum to the Predesign and Site Selection Report. Minimal amounts 

1 . . .  
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Surface Water Management and Erosion Control Plan 

6) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW 
Section #: 2.4 Pg #: 2-3 Line #: 9 Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: "OAC 3745-27-08(C)(6)(d)" should read "OAC 3745-27-08(C)(6)(b) 

Response: DOE respectfully disagrees. The comment requests changing the citation in the 
third bullet on the page from OAC 3745-27-08(C)(6)(d) to (C)(6)(b). Paragraph 
(C)(6)(b) of OAC rule OAC 3745-27-08 is already cited in the first bullet on the 
page, as appropriate for reference to the peak flow condition identified. 
Paragraph (C)(6)(d) is cited in the third bullet to provide appropriate reference to 

' the requirements for sedimentation ponds. 

Action: No action is required. 

7) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 2.5 Pg #: 2-3 
Original Comment #: 

Commentor: DSW 
Line #: 36 Code: 

Comment: "ODNC" should read "ODNR". 

Response: Agreed. 

Action: The identified typographical error will be corrected -- " O D N W " .  

8 )  Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW 
Section #: 6.3.3 Pg #: 6-3 Line #: 17 Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: "basing" should read "basin". 

Response: Agreed. 

Action: The identified typographical error will be corrected -- "basing". 

9) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW 
Section #: 6.3.4 Pg #: 6-3 Line #: 27 Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: "on-half" should read "one-half". 

Response: Agreed. 

Action: The identified typographical error will be corrected -- "on#-half". 
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10) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: BSW 
Section I: 6.4.9 Qg I :  6-3 bine I: 43 Code: 
Original Comment I: 

Comment: "A biotic barrier" should read "A barrier". A biotic barrieb is a barrier made from 
or caused by liwing things rather than one to liwing things. 

Response: DOE respectfully disagrees. The term "biotic barrier" is a term common to the 
radioactiwe waste field and the radioactive waste regulations (U.S. EQA, U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and DOE Orders), and has been used 
extensively in previous FEMP documents for evaluation of alternatives and 
selection of remedy. 

Action No action is required. 

1 1)  Commenting organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW 
Section #: 6.4.1 Pg I: 6-4 Line I: 1-3 Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: "the biotic barrier" should read "the biointrusion barrier". See comment #6. 

Response: DOE agrees that the language here can be confusing. FOP clarity, the text will 
be rewised to  prowide specific reference to the biointrusion layer. 

Action: The "biotic barrier" and "biotic layer" phrases used in this bullet will be replaced 
with "biointrusion layer", for specific reference to  that layer, as that is the 
moniker for that layer as used in the preceding bullet. 

Cultural Resources Unexpected Discowery Plan 

12) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFF0 
Section 1: OSDF support plans, 4 Pg #: 3 bine 1: 96-19 Code: C 
Original Comment I: 

Comment: Are there any contingency plans in place to ensure that any work stoppages 
which may be incurred due to the unearthing of Native American remains or 
funerary objects will not effect the overall construction of the OSDF or the 
remediation of the FEMP site? 

Response: Although the "Unexpected Discovery of Cultural Resources, Rev. 9 " procedure 
was deweloped to  ensure the safe handling of newly discowered cultural 
resources during remediation. Multiple agreements on the subject of the plan 
that manages the subject are being finalized between the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preserwation, the Ohio Historic Breserwation Office, and the likely 
affiliated Native American Tribes to address mandated delays (under the National 
Historic Preserwation Act, Archeological Resources Protection Act, Native Grawes 
Protection and Repatriation Act, and the American Religious Freedom Act) that 
the FEMP remedial effort may incur as a result of an unexpected find. The 
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agreements will allow FEMP remedial activities to resume immediately following 
the complete removal of the items instead of waiting the rewired numbe: of 
days normally mandated. 

Action: No action is required. 

Construction Quality Assurance Plan 

13) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Pg. #: Line #: Code: M 
Original Comment # 

Comment: In general, there are many discrepancies between the OSDF Specification 
Package and the CQAP. Most of these discrepancies are included as comments. 
However, it would be advisable to perform a thorough comparison of these two 
documents. As stated in the overview, the CQAP "assures that OSDF 
components are constructed in compliance with the approved project plans and 
specifications." 

Response: The CQA Plan in the FDP will be checked for consistency with the project 
specifications and revised where appropriate. 

Action: As per response. 

14) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc 
Section #: 2.2.1.1 Pg #: 2-2 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: The liner specifications call for meeting requirements of OAC 3745-27- 
08(C)(1 k), including soil particle size distributions. This section should be 
revised to reflect the test pad qualification program and the substitution of 
performance criteria for the particle size requirements. 

Response: The intent of the referenced section is to state the ARARs. The final compacted 
clay liner criteria will be given in the specification Section 02225 and will be 
based on both ARARs and the results of the Test Pad Program. 

Action: No action is required. 

. . . . '  
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18) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 5.1.1 Pg. #:5-2 tine #: Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: Please add a bullet for the equipment and personnel being worked in each unit 
process, including subcontractors, as outlined in EPA/600/R-93/182. 

Response: The general documentation of subcontractor personnel and equipment is more 
appropriately done by the Construction Manager. The CQC Consultant will 
document activities directly related to  quality control testing which will include 
subcontractor personnel and equipment as appropriate. 

Action: No action is required. 

19) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 6.2 Soil Components Pg. #: 6-1 Line #: 18-20 Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: The granular material for the leachate drainage corridor, which was specified at 
a 10 cm/sec hydraulic conductivity, has been omitted from this and further 
sections of this document. 

Response: The drainage corridors in the LCS and LDS layers will be referenced in Section 
6.2 of the CQA Plan for the FDP. 

Action: As per response. 

20) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 6.5 Pg. #:6-3 Line #: 26 Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: 

Response: 

Action: 

The text states that, "The CQC Consultant shall monitor proof rolling of areas 
that are cut to achieve grade." The method and frequency of monitoring the 
surface treatment is needed. Measurement methods may include penetrometer, 
visual classification, and compaction. The replacement of soil that does not 
meet the classification should be defined in the specifications. 

The CQC Consultant wili monitor proofroiiing of subgrade in cu i  sections. Visirai 
observation is the method for monitoring. The frequency of monitoring is 
whenever proofrolling is being accomplished. Specification Section 02200 
defines measurements and requirements for replacement of unsuitable soils. 

No action is required. 
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Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 6.5 Earthwork Bg. 1: 6-3 bine #: 33 Code: E 
Original Comment # 

Comment: The word "~esults" has been misspelled. 

Response: The CQA Plan will be corrected in the FDB. 

Action: As per response. 

22) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section 1: 6.6 Conformance Testing Pg. I: 6-5 bine #: 3-6 Code: c 
Original Comment # 

C.omment: The document states "When necessary, the visual-manual procedure for the 
description and identification of soils shall be conducted by the CQC Consultant 
with test method ASTM I3 2488." The document needs to define clearly what 
"when necessary" means and how it will be determined. 

Response: The wording of the CQA Plan will be revised in the FDP to state, "...when 
necessary to establish conformance with the project specifications referenced in 
Section 6.4." 

Action: As per response. 

23) Commenting organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section 1: 6.6.1 Bg. #:6-5 Line I: 16 Code: c 
Original Comment # 

Comment: 

Response: 

Action: 

The text states that  standard proctor shall be used for the determination of 
moisture density relationships. The standard proctor analysis should include 
modified and reduced proctor for every change of material encountered. In 
addition, tesPfill results are needed to ensure hydraulic conductivity of the 
compacted material is less than 1 XI 0' cm/s. 

The standard and modified Proctor analysis was performed during the pre-design 
inwestigation and test pad program considering the entire range of soils expected 
in the construction of OSDF for determination of the moisture-density 
relationship and hydraulic conductivity of the compacted soils. The entire range 
of soils expected from the OSDF excavation area and borrow area were 
considered in the test pad program conducted. Based on the test pad program, 
there is no need for modified or reduced Proctor analysis. 

No action is required. 
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24) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 6.7 Pg. #:6-6 Line #: 6-23 Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: Lines 6-23 list the monitoring requirements of the earthwork activities. The 
criteria for each of these issues has not been defined. For example, please 
define what maximum clod size will be accepted or the thickness of lifts. 

Response: The intent of 'the CQA Pian is t o  describe quality assurance activities. 
Specification o f  material properties is left t o  the project specification. 

Action: No action is  required. 

25) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 6.9.2 Test Frequency Pg. #: 6-7 Line #: 27-28 Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: Who is responsible for observing and documenting the 'variability o f  the 
materials." 

Response: The CQC Consultant is responsible. 

Action: The referenced section will be revised in the FDP t o  state, "...if variability o f  
materials is observed by the CQC Consultant." 

26) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 6.12.2 Pg. #:6-10 Line #: 24 . Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: The text states that area's that fail shall be reworked to the satisfaction of the 
Construction Manager. These areas should be reworked t o  the requirements of 
the specifications. 

Response: The CM is the only person who can direct the OSDF subcontractor. As  such, 
that individual has the responsibility and authority t o  enforce compliance with 
the specifications. 

Action: No action is required. 

27) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Table 6-1 .' Pg. #: 6-12 Line #: 7-12 Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: The column for compacted fill testing frequencies on Table 6-1 indicates testing 
for Particle Size Analysis, Atterberg Limits, and Moisture Content wil l be 
conducted. However, no acceptable values for these parameters are given in 
this document or in Specification 02200 in the OSDF Prefinal Specifications 
Package. A table indicating acceptable values should be included. 

I .  

O:\cbmme;lts\oeps\odes(ln09.9~\September 27, 1996 9 
000033 



FEMB OEQA Comment Response 
OSDF Bre-Final Design Package (Rev. F) 

Response: Specification Section 02200 requires that compacted fill have a maximum size 
o f  3 in. and classify as either GC, SC, SM, ML, Cb or CW by the USCS. 
Therefore, particle size and Atterberg limits must be in the ranges to meet the 
classification o f  the soil. Moisture content is specified in Section 02200 to be 
with P 3 percent of optimum moisture content which depends on the soil type. 

Action: No action is required. 

28) Comrnenl,.\g Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Table 6-1 Pg. Ai': 6-12 Line #: 7-12 Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: The column for compacted clay liner testing frequencies on Table 6-1 indicates 
testing for Atterberg Limits and Moisture Content will be conducted. However, 
no  acceptable values for these parameters are given in this document or in 
Specification 02225 in the OSDF Prefinal Specifications Package. A table 
indicating acceptable values should be included. 

Response: Specification Section 02225 requires that compacted clay cap and liner be 
classified as Cb or CH, which defines the range of Atterberg limits, and a 
Plasticity Index (PI) between 10 and 40. The range of acceptable moisture 
content will be established based on the Test Pad Program. 

Action: No action is required. 

29) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Table 6-1 Pg. #: 6-12 Line 1: 7 Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: Test method for Particle Size Analysis for the LDS Drainage Layer and LCS 
Drainage Layer is giwen as ASTM D 422. In Specification 02710 in the OSDF 
Brefinal Specifications Package, test method ASTM C 136 is specified for the 
sieve analysis of the LDS Drainage Layer and LCS Drainage Layer. This 
discrepancy should be corrected. 

.Response: Table 6-1 will be corrected t o  require particle size analysis of the LDS and LCS 
layers in accordance with ASTM C 136. 

Action: As per response. 

30) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: Geofrans, Inc. 
Section %: Table 6-2 Bg. 1: 6-13 Line #: 11-12 
Original Comment W 

Code: C 

Comment: The column for compacted clay cap testing frequencies on f a &  6-2 indicates 
testing for Moisture Content will be conducted. Wowewer, no acceptable range 
of values for moisture content is given in this document or in Specification 
02225 in the OSDF Prefinal Specifications Package. A table indicating 
acceptable values should be included. 

QDQDomqL, 
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Response: See response for comment 28 above. 

Action: No action is required. 

31) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Table 6-2 Pg. #: 6-13 Line #: 7 Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: Test method for Particle Size Analysis for the Cover Drainage Layer is given as 
ASTM D 422, In Specification 02710 in the OSDF Prefinal Specifications 
Package, test method ASTM C 136 is  specified for the sieve analysis of the 
Cover Drainage Layer. This discrepancy should be corrected. 

Response: The CQA Plan in the FDP will be corrected t o  require particle size analysis in 
accordance with ASTM C-136 as stated in Section 0271 0 of the specifications. 

Action: As per response. 

32) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Table 6-2 ' Pg. #: 6-13 Line #: 5-20 Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: The primary biointrusion barrier has a gradation requirements given in 
Specification 02280 in the OSDF Prefinal Specifications Package. No 
conformance testing is required according to  Table 6-2. This discrepancy should 
be corrected. 

Response: Conformance testing of the biointrusion layer stone gradation requirements is not 
considered necessary. The specification Section 02280 requires access t o  the 
supplier's source plant t o  verify gradation methods. 

Action: No action is required. 

33) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Table 6-2 Pg. #: 6-13 Line #: 7-8 Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: The column for compacted vegetative soii iayer testing frequencies on Table 6-2 
indicates Particle Size Analysis will be conducted. However, no acceptable range 
of values for gradation are given in this document or in Specification 02250 in 
the OSDF Prefinal Specifications Package. A table indicating acceptable values 
should be included. 

Response: The Specification Section 02250 requires a maximum particle size o f  3 in. and 
a classification of CL, SC, or GC per the USCS. These requirements determine 
the range of acceptable particle size values. 

Action: No action is required. ' 

. . . .  
," " ' I  !:;A r; :.;. 
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Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 7.7 Pg. #:7-5 Line #: 26-27 Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: The in-situ testing of the backfill material for the anchorage trench will, at a 
minimum be at  the same rate at outlined in Tables 6-1 through 6-4. 

Response: The referenced section will be revised in the FDP to state, "...of the Construction 
Manager but at a minimum frequency of performance testing shown in Table 6-3 
for compacted clay liner. 

Action: As per response. 

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 7.8.2 Pg. #:7-6 Line #: 33 Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: The placement of a geomembrane during the inclement weather (ponded water, 
excessive winds, excessive moisture, or precipitation) will reduce the 
effectiveness of the geomembrane and in some cases, may result in catastrophic 
failure. The Construction Manager should' not have the authority to  permit 
placement under adverse weather conditions. 

Response: The referenced section will be revised in the FDP to state, "...or above 104°F 
unless authorized by the Construction Manager. Geomembrane placement shall 
not proceed during any precipitation...". Also, the CM is the legal representative 
for this project. Please see response to  Comment 26. 

Action: As per response. 

39) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 7.9.9.2 Pg. #:7-15 Line #: 20 
Original Comment # 

Comment: 

Response: 

Action: As per response. 

Please correct the reference to read, "Section 7.9.8." 

The CQA Plan will be revised as suggested. 

Code: E 

40) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 7.10.3 Pg. #:7-19 Line #: 15-16 Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: Please add "or as specified in Table 7.2," to the sentence, "Large caps may be of 
... Construction Manager." 

Response: The CQA Plan will be revised as suggested. 

.~ ,, :; , ';j ';$;,t ,;k.!'  ' 
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Action: As  per response. 

49 ) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section t: 7.92.1 Pg. #:7-20 Line 1: 8-24 Code: 
Original Comment # 

Comment: Please add a bullet to  describe how the maximum backfill particle size should be 
less than 0.5 inches. 

Response: The design for the LDS and LCS layers requires that a geotextile cushion be 
installed on the geomembrane prior t o  placement o f  the LDS and LCS materials. 
These materials may contain particles larger than 0.5 in. 

Action: No action is required. 

42) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section 1: Table 7-4 Pg. #:7-22 Line 1: Code: C 
Original Comment t 

Comment: Please accurately describe how a lot of geomembrane will be determined. 

Response: The note t o  Table 7-3 will be revised t o  add, "A lot will be as defined by ASTM 
4354". 

Action: As  per response. 

43) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Table 7-9 Pg. I: 7-22 Line I: Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: 

Response: 

Action : 

Several o f  the geomembrane properties required by Specification 2770 in the 
OSDF Prefinal Specifications Package are not included on Table 7-2. The& 
properties include Melt Flow Index, Tear Resistance, Low Temperature 
Brittleness, Dimensional Stability, and Environmental Stress Crack. This 
discrepancy should be corrected. 

Conformance testing required in Table 7-9 of the CQA Plan is intended t o  assure 
the quality o f  geomembrane delivere'd to  the project through select indicator 
properties. The referenced tests are considered adequate indicators for 
evaluating the geomembrane quality and consistency. Table 7-2 in the CQA Plan 
is for testing requirements. Table 02770-2 is the required WDPE seam properties. 

No action is required. 
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Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Table 7-2 Pg. #:7-23 Line #: 35 Code: E 
Original Comment # 

Comment: The reference to Appendix A is incorrect. 

Response: The referenced FTB descriptions are found on Pages A-9 and A-1 1 of NSF54. 

Action: No action is required. 

Commenting 0:ganization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DERR 
Section #: 9.7 Pg #: 9-5 Line #: 1st bullet Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: Specify the minimum overlap required for patches on slopes. 

Response: The CQA Plan will be revised in the FDP to state, "...and no closer than 1 in. 
from any edge) with a minimum 12-in. overlap". 

Action: As per response. 

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: App B Pg. #:02770-17 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment # 

Comment: According to EPA Technical Guidance Document QA/QC for Waste Containment 
Facilities (Page 1571, the shear strength of a HDPE seam should be 
approximately 95% of the specified minimum yield strength. On Page 02770- 
16, the minimum yield strength of 60'mil HDPE is 126 Ibhn. On Page 02770-1 7, 
the minimum shear strength of the seam should be 108 Ib/in. This value is 
approximately 85% of the shear strength of the HDPE, not 95% as suggested 
in the guidance. Please explain. 

Response: The specifications for bonded shear strength will be made consistent with EPA 
and NSF guidance of 95 percent of the yield strength for both 60-mil and 80-mil 
HDPE. 

Action: As per response. 

Impacted Material Placement Plan 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFF0 
Section #: 8.6 Pg #: Line #: Code: M 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: It is unacceptable to Ohio EPA to defer the decisions regarding the placement of 
Category 5 materials to either the OU3 ROD, the OU3 Implementation Plans or 
the OU3 Remedial Action Work Plan as stated in Section 8.6. It was Ohio EPAs 

: ,, . ..:. . 1- 7 
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being developed. This list will set up categories of oversized material for 
GeoSyntec to consider. GeoSyntec will evaluate these categories and evaluate 
the acceptability of placing these items in the OSDF. With regard to  putrescible 
waste, DOE will take measures to avoid odors. Unlike a sanitary landfill, there 
is no indicator of the amount of this type of waste. Currently, this type of waste 
would be categorized as Category 4 material and be placed in accordance with 
the corresponding procedures. 

Currently DOE is in the process of performing a value engineering study on the 
viability of crushing concrete. This study will be a full life cycle cost analysis to  
evaluate the viability of crushing concrete. The treatment of shredded structural 
steel to attenuate uranium is in its- infancy. Technology Development has 
evaluated this option and found it too unreliable to  consider using at  this time. 
As always, DOE will continue to monitor this developing technology and evaluate 
its potential use in the OSDF. Finally, the material classifications were developed 
to  give the generators maximum flexibility in meeting the WAC. While the 
comment on the 18-inch steel beam is true, the reader hasn't taken into 
consideration the entire paragraph which 'places other restrictions on the 
placement of steel beams. 

Action: As per response. 

48) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFF0 
Section #: 2.2 Pg #: 2-1 Line #: Citation 2 Code 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: DOE has incorrectly cited Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-1 7-08 as the 
governing regdations for the particulate emissions from paved roads, unpaved 
roads and material storage piles. OAC 3745-31-05(A)(3) (please see Page A-53 
of the OU2 ROD) requires that new sources employ the best available technology 
(BAT). The BAT determination is made on a case-by-case basis and this 
determination can be that in some cases BAT is the same as "reasonably 
available control measures" (RACM). This is not necessarily the case and it is 
not uncommon that BAT be more restrictive than RACM. Activities such as 
controlling fugitive dusts from paved and unpaved roads have time and again 
resulted in standards that are more stringent than RACM. Please see the 
following examples: 

-paved roadways OAC 3745-1 7-1 2(F)(2) 1 minute exceedence in any 6O-minute period 
-unpaved roadways 3745-1 7-1 2(F)(1) 3 (I 

(I ( I n  (I (I 

(I -material storage piles 3745-1 7-1 2(C)(2) 1 " n m  (I (I (I 

The Ohio EPA remains available to assist DOE in making the BAT determination. 

Response: The OAC 3745-1 7-07(B) citations given in the Impacted Material Placement Plan 
and referred to in the comment are the Operable Unit 2- and Operable Unit 5- 
ROD-determined ARARs as pertinent to restriction of emission of fugitive dust. 
As stated in the response to  OEPA's Original Comment #7 on the Intermediate 
Design Package submittal of the Impacted Material Placement Plan, these are the 

17 ft .\ ,\#If ' . 
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 4.3 Pg #: 4-3 Line #: 32 Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: How will the maximum dimension of general building rubble be determined and 
what method will be used to verify this? 

Response: The maximum dimension of general building rubble will be determined by using 
a combination of a calibrated rod and visual inspection. Suspect debris will be 
measured to verify its acceptance. 

Action: As per response. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 4.3 Pg #: 4-3 Line #: 36 Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Commentor: OFFO 

Comment: "Impacted materials brought to the OSDF should not be at such a high moisture 
content that impacted material placement activities should not be impeded." 
This is too vague and open to interpretation. 

Response: This statement may be open to interpretation; however, it is intended to allow 
the O S D F  subcontractor flexibility in placement of impacted materials. This 
statement allows the subcontractor the ability to mix wetter soils with dryer soils 
in order to achieve the required moisture and compaction. It is DOE'S intent to 
keep the subcontractor from hauling material that flows or might leak out of the 
hauling units. 

Action: . As per response. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 4.4 Pg #: 4-4 Line #: 3rd bullet Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: It is unclear what is excluded here. I 

Response: The third bullet from Section 4.4 is an artifact from a previous version. It will 
be removed from the IMPD. 

Action: As per response. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 5.3.2 .Pg #: 5-2 Line #: 2nd bullet Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: Medical wastes are mentioned here. Who will make the determination what 
special procedures will be necessary to safely handle medical wastes? Is the CM 
qualified to make this determination? 

e a . . *  . , ~ 1 .. . , c 
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material. It can be put into the cell in 18-inch lifts and initially compacted with 
a bulldozer. After its placement, Category 1 material will be placed against and 
over the siding to provide the required structural requirements. 

With regard to  the steel beams, steel beams not designated for recycle can be 
placed and hatidled as described. A physical size criteria is included in the IMPP. 

With regard to  the tanks, currently there is a physical size limit in the IMPP. 
However, DOE is considering placement of tanks too small to  be cut up yet too 
large to meet the current physical size limit. The key to placement of these 
tanks is the filling of voids to avoid future settlement. If DOE'S design engineer 
(GeoSyntec) and the public agree to a process to  place these tanks, DOE will 
look for concurrence from OEPA. 

With regard to pipes, a physical size limit has been established. Pipes greater 
than 12 inches will be split before placement into the OSDF. 

With regard to miscellaneous equipment, please see the response to 
Comment 47. 

Action: As per response. 

Systems Plan 

The Ohio EPA has no comments on the Systems Plan. 

Groundwater Monitoring Plan 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 1.1 Pg #: 1-1 Line #: 14-16 Code: c 
Original Comment #: 

Commentor: DDAGW 

Comment: 

Response: 

Action: 

. .  

Lines 14 through 16 should be re-worded to highlight the system's limitations 
without erroneously implying that the system is not useful. It was agreed that 
monitoring the till would be difficult. Nevertheless, Ohio EPA has consistently 
maintained that a till monitoring system was a prerequisite to approval of a 
disposal facility over a sole-source aquifer. The ground water detection system 
in the Great Miami Aquifer is one way of compensating for the limitations of a 
till monitoring system. 

Agreed. Section 1.0 will be rewritten such that language indicating that a till 
monitoring system is not useful will be removed. 

As per respon,se. 

.' . * ; * I  :,, 
I !.;>: : I : .'. ! 
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56) commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DDAGW 
Section #: 4.4.1 Pg #: 4-8 bine 131: Code: c 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: This section should also state that trend analysis was chosen due to  difficulties 
distinguishing releases from the OSDF from existing ground water contamination. 

T e a  regarding the difficulties in distinguishing potential releases from the OSDF 
from existing groundwater contamination in the area of the OSDF will be added. 

Response: 

Action : As per response. 

57) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DDAGW 
Section #: 4.4.2 Qg #: 4-8 Line 8: 34-37 Code: c 
Original Comment 1: 

Comment: This is not correct. Section 4.1 details the limitations of the till ground water 
monitoring system and Page 1. 1 states that it is possible for a release to  migrate 
through the till without intercepting the till monitoring system. As a result, it is 
incorrect to  state that i f  "till monitoring wells do not indicate leakage from the 
OSDF has occurred, then it will be assumed that the OSDF is not the source.". 
If this condition occurs, then it will be up to  DOE, 'Ohio EPA, and USEPA to 
determine the source of the contamination. 

Response: The text  will be changed from "...assumed that the OSDF is not the source." to  
"determined by Ohio EPA, USEPA, and DOE what the source of contamination 
may be." 

Action: As per response. 

58) Commenting Organization: Ohio EQA Commentor: DDAGW 
Section Iy: 4.5 Pg %: 4-9 Line 8: 1-2 Code: c 
Original Comment t: 

Comment: Leakage cannot be totally assessed by the till wells as mentioned in Sections 4. I 
and 4 . I .  Though these wells are needed and useful, they will not detect all 
leaks. It is important that data from these wells be used within the till 
monitoring system's limitations. 

Response: The following text will be added: "...secondary liner; however, till well 
monitoring can not be considered all conclusive." 

Action: As per response. 
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59) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DDAGW 
Section #: 8.4 Pg #: 2-1 Line #: Code: c 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: All data in the Site-Wide Environmental Database should be provided to Ohio EPA 
in a compatible electronic format. Additionally, DOE must put data into the SED 
in a timely manner. 

Response: The following text will be added: "...file format. Data from the SED will be 
provided to the Ohio EPA in a compatible electronic format." 

6 

Action: As per response. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DERR 
Section #: 4.4.2 Pg #: 4-8 Line #: 22 Code: c 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: This section includes the statement that liquid could enter the leak detection 
system from the clay liner by capillary action. This seems unlikely. The coarse, 
high-conductivity granular material in the leachate collection beds is unlikely to 
exert much of a capillary effect. 

Response: Section 4.4.2, the text will be changed to "...be from sources other that from 
within a particular cell." 

Action: As per response. 

61 1 Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DERR 
Section #: 5.3 Pg #: 5-1 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: The proposed list of analytes for ground water monitoring is much shorter than 
that of Appendix I ,  OAC 3745-27-10. The proposed list of analytes for ground 
water monitoring should be reviewed based on leachate analysis. If the leachate 
shows no other significant chemicals than those of the proposed list, then that 
list should be retained. However, if the leachate samples show a major 
component not on the list for ground water analysis, then the ground water list 
should be revised to include those extra components. 

The list of analytes should be evaluated separately for each cell, because the 
waste streams feeding those cells will not be the same. Indeed, different 
operable units will be disposed of a t  different times and in different cells, so the 
character of the leachate can be expected to vary. 

Response: Section 5.0 will be rewritten to include an expanded list of analytes for the 
leacheate collection system (LCS), leak detection (LDS), and glacial till. The 
analytes are those identified through both the Remedial Investigation and 
Feasibility Study. This list will be different from the Appendix I list; however, it 
is a list that reflects the analytes that are pertinent to the FEMP. The new 

) 
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contingency repair of the final cover may be required for one of the following 
reasons:”. 

Action: The appropriate pages of text have been revised as identified above; as part of 
the submittal of these responses to comments, they and their facing pages are 
provided as to Revision G of the plan which was submitted to  the 
EPA and OEPA on September 18, 1996. 

64) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: ODH 
Section #: 4.5 Pg #: Table 4-3 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: In the event ownership of any portion of the FEMP changes in the future, the 
draft notification in Table 4-3 should include ODH as ORC Section 3748.02 (A) 
designates ODH as the Ohio radiation control agency. 

Response: In the absence of any specific direction as to title and address, DOE revised the 
table by adding the following as an addressee for receipt of the survey plat, 
based on the contact information DOE had on hand: 

Director, Ohio Department of Health 
ATTN: Contaminated Sites Group 
36 E. Chestnut St. 
Columbus, Ohio 432 16 
(800) 527-4439 

This information appears in Revision G of the plan submitted to  the EPA and 
OEPA on September 18, 1996. Subsequent information from ODH via OEPA 
indicates that the appropriate contact information is: 

Ohio Department of Health 
Chief of the Bureau of Radiological Protection 
246 N. High St. 
Columbus, Ohio 43266-3534 
(61 4) 644-2727 

Action: The appropriate page of Table 4-3 has been further revised per contact name and 
address identified immediately above; as part of the submitta! of these responses 
to comments, it and its facing page are provided as a to  Revision 
G of the plan which was submitted to the EPA and OEPA on September 18, 
1996. 

L .  
/ *  
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65) Commenting Organization: OEQA Commentor: 
Section t: 02225, Compacted Clay Liner and Cap Bg. 
Original Comment # 

GeoTrans, Inc. 
02225-3 bine 8: 17 Code: c 

Comment: ?he specification for the material used to construct the compacted clay liner and 
cap has been changed to a 90% by weight on-site borrow and 90% by weight 
Wyoming bentonite mixture. This will significantly change the scope of this 
construction project and will require that a new test pad be constructed using 
the bentonite-on-site borrow mixture. The Drawings and Specifications should 
be expanded to include locations and procedures for preparing the bentonite-on 
site borrow mixture. Additions to the Drawings and Specifications should 
include the following: 

0 

0 

?he proposed staging area for mixing located on the site layout map; 
The method to be used for mixing fill and bentonite described in the 

?he equipment to be used for mixing described in the specifications; 
The location and method for storage of bentonite to prewent hydration 
before mixing; 
The method to be used for measurement of materials should be included 
to insure a proper mixture is prepared. 

specifications; 
0 

0 

0 

?his information could be included as a specification for bentonite-on site borrow 
mixture. 

Response: DOE intends to construct the compacted clay liner and cap from on-site low- 
permeability soils and does not intend to use a soil-bentonite mixture for clay 
liner and cap construction. The soil-bentonite mixture specified is used only for 
repair of liner or cap perforations resulting from quality assurance activities. 

Action: The ambiguous wording of Section 02225 relating to  the soil-bentonite mixture 
will be clarified in the FOP. 

66)  Commenting Organization: Ohio EQA Commentor: DSW 
Section #: 2.03 & 3.01 C Bg t :  02270-3&4 Line I: 1-7 & 309 Code: c 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: Use of straw bales is not recommended. Silt fence should be used for sheet 
f low applications following the specifications in Rainwater and band 
Qewelopmenf, ODNR-DSWC, 1996. Rock check dams should be used in channel 
flow applications per Rainwater and band Bewelopment, 

Response: The use of straw bales is considered appropriate in a wariety of situations. ?he 
Construction Manager will review applications proposed by the Subcontractor in 
the Subcontractor SWMEC Pian. Applications not deemed appropriate will not 
be approved. 
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Action: No action is required. 

67) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DERR 
Section #: 02772 Pg #: 02772-11 Line #: Table 02772-1 Code: 
Original Comment t: 

Comment: The hydraulic conductivity of the GCL should be specified as maximum not 
minimum. 

Response: The hydraulic conductivity of the GCL will be specified as a maximum in the 
FDP. 

Action: As per response. 

Design Criteria Package 

68) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFF0 
Section #: 2.5.2 A Pg #: 2-49 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: The contingency plan mentioned here should be added to the list of deliverables 
on Page 1-13. A schedule for the development , review and approval of the 
contingency plan should be provided. 

Response: The wording on Page 2-44 has been revised to indicate that required response 
actions will be detailed in the OSDF Ground Water Monitoring Plan. The OSDF 
Ground Water Monitoring Plan will be added to the list of deliverables on Pages 
1-1 3 and 1-20. 

Action: As per response. 

69) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW 
Section #: 2.8.3 Pg #: 2-92 Line #: Temporary Channels Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: Channels should be stabilized as soon as possible and not longer than 10 days 
after installation. Channel outlets shouid function with a minimum of erosion 
and dissipate runoff velocity prior to discharge. The Ohio EPA recommend adding 
channel grade-stabilization design information (see Rainwater and Land 
Development, 1996, Page 152, and "Standard and Specification for Temporary 
Swale" attached). 

Response: The design criteria for erosion control measures references the SWMEC Plan 
which references the Rainwater and Land Development manual. 

Action: No action is required. 

. .  
, .  
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70) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW 
Section I: 2.8.3 I: 2-96 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment I: 

Comment: Calculations are required for temporary erosion control, for example the 
maximum drainage area for silt fence use is based on the slope of the drainage 
area (Rainwater and band Development, 1996, Page 3 391, temporary diversion 
stabilization is based upon the slope and the drainage area (Rainwater and hand 
Development, 1996, Page 1 52). 

Response: See response to Comment 69 above. 

Action: NO action is required. 

7 1 ) Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA Commentor: DSW 
Section W: 2.8.4 A Pg I:  2-96 Line 4': 1st minor bullet Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: This bullet states that "Runoff from the 2,000-year, 24-hour storm event should 
be allowed to sheet flow from the toe of the OSDF final cover." however the 
next bullet describes the design criteria of runoff from the toe of the OSDF final 
cover. It appears as though the intent of the first bullet is to describe the runoff 
flow 8a the tos and should therefor read "Runoff from the 2,000-year, 24-hour 
storm event should be allowed to sheet flow to the toe of the OSDF final cover." 

Response: The DCP will be revised in the FDB as recommended. 

Action: As per response. 

72) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW 
Section W :  2.10.3 Pg I: 2-3 34 Line I: last bullet Code: 
Original Comment I: 

Comment: Erosion and sediment controls should be installed prior to  excavation. 

Response: The DCP will be revised in the FDP to state, "Erosion and sediment controls 
should be implemented in the borrow area prior to excavation, through borrow 
activities, and in conjunction with restoration activities. 

Action: As per response. 

73) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW 
Section W: 2.10.2.4 A . Pg 1: 2-1 39 Line #: Sediment basins Code: 
Original Comment 1: 

Comment: These design criteria should follow the replacement for the cited reference (i.e. 
Rainwater and band Development, ODNR, 1 996). In this updated edition the 
sediment basin must be sized for the entire drainage area contributing to the 
basin, not only the disturbed area. 

. .  
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Response: The DCP will be revised in the FDP to conform to the latest reference. 

Action: As per response. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW 
Section #: 2.10.3 & 1.9 Pg #: 2-122 & 1-22 Line #: References Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: Please include the new edition of Water Management and Sediment Control for 
Urbanized Arzas, USDA-SCS, 1987 which is titled Rainwater and Land 
Development, ODNR-DSWC, 1996. 

Response: The latest reference will be included in both lists in the DCP of the FDP. 

Action: As per response. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 3.2.8 ,Pg #: 3-16 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: The value engineering documentation should be added to the list of deliverables 
on Page 1-13. 

Response: The prefinal DCP contained a requirement for value engineering documentation 
deliverable on Page 1-20. 

Action: No action is required. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 3.2.9 Pg #: 3-16 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: The design documentation should also be added to  the list of deliverables on 
Page 1-13. 

Response: The prefinal DCP contained a requirement for a design documentation deliverable 
on Page 1-20. 

Action: No action is required. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW 
Section #: Appendix B Pg #: 6-5 Line #: 24 Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: "Biotic barrier" should read "biointrusion barrier". 

Response: The functional requirements in Appendix B were established to direct 
development of the DCP and are provided in the DCP for reference. As they 
have been finalized, no changes will be made to  Appendix B. A careful edit of 
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the body of the DCB has been made to ensure that the words "biointrusion 
barrier" are used consistently. 

Action: No action is required. 

Calculations Package 

78) commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW 
Section 1: 9 . I  Bg 8:  29 of 22 Line #: Erosion and Sediment Control Code: 
Original Comment W :  

Comment: The calculations for the "Borrow Area Sediment Basin" are taken from an 
outdated edition of the Soil and Conservation Service, the new edition, 
Rainwater and hand Development, ODNR-DSWC, 9996 should be used. The 
basin must be'siaed for the entire drainage area, not just the disturbed area. 

Response: The borrow area will be deweloped in stages and at no time will the entire borrow 
area be disturbed at  once. The Sediment Basin in the borrow area is designed 
to handle the worst-case condition. This condition is when the entire borrow 
area and associated tributary are draining towards the sediment basin, and 95 
acres of the borrow area are disturbed. The basin sizing method in "Water 
Management and Sediment Control for Urbanizing Areas" is more rigorous than 
the basin sizing method in the 9996 document titled "Rainwater and Land 
Dewelopment". GeoSyntec also spoke with Mr. Dan Mecklenberg who prepared 
"Rainwater and Land Development". RAP. Mecklenberg confirmed that a basin 
designed to meet the requirements in "Water Management and Sediment Control 
for Urbanizing Areas" also meet the requirements giwen in "Rainwater and Land 
Dewelopment." 

Action: No action is required. 

79) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section I: 90.9 LTS Grawity Line Design, Executive Summary Bg. #: 2 of 2 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment # 

Comment: At the second bullet on this page it is stated that for the storm design flow rate 
"(flow should be regulated with walwes in the LCS grawity line to obtain maximum 
storm design flow rate of 200 gpm)." There are two issues to  be addressed 
here. 

4 .  The design flow rate of the pumps at  the permanent lift station is 200 
gpm atid they are to be operated one at  a time. There should be some 
safety factor for flow at the lift station. The pumps should be able to 
remowe water faster than it is delivered to the lift station, so the 
maximum flow to the lift station should be less than 200 gpm. 

2. How will the proper valve adjustment be determined to  insure a maximum 
flow rate of 200 gpm to the LCS gravity drain line? What steps will be 

oQDQDo5L& 
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taken to  insure these valves are not readjusted? Is there a better device 
for regl;ir.ring flow, such as an orifice plate? 

3. Has the maximum allowable head behind this control valve that would 
generate 200 gpm of flow been calculated? Based on the hydrograph of 
flow from each cell during the design storm, would that head be 
exceeded at any time? 

Response: The design flow rate for each pump at the permanent lift station is 200 gpm at 
190 ft. total design head (TDH). The controls are designed in a lead/lag 
configuration allowing simultaneous operation of both pumps in parrellel for a 
combined flow of approximately 240 gpm at 220 ft. TDH. 

The valves can be positioned in a percent open setting to allow 200 gpm or 
lesser desired setting. The valves can be locked in that position. Orifice plates 
are also a possibility and will be investigated. 

The maximum potential (worst case) flow of 334 gpm is presented in the 
calculation package in Section 10 of the Supplement to Volumes 1-4. This is 
based on a 25-year, 24-hour storm event. Should this event occur, water will 
be "stored" within each cell and released at  the rate of the respective LCS valve 
setting. 

Action: Investigate use of orifices. 

80) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 10.3 Temporary Lift Station and Manhole Design Pg. #: 2 of 12 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment # 

Comment: 

Response: 

Action: 

In the data verification for hydrostatic uplift of the manholes, the actual 
measured perched water table elevations were used. This is not consistent with 
the assumption made for the hydrostatic uplift of the liner system. Is there a 
reason these should not be consistent? 

The Design-Basis Perched Ground Water Contour Drawing (Figure 4) developed 
for the hydrostatic uplift of the liner system calculations was used to determine 
the elevation of the ground water at  each manhole location. The results of the 
analysis were presented in 'Table 1. The manhole !ocatlon with the maximum 
elevation of perched groundwater above the manhole base was selected for the 
hydrostatic uplift design calculations for the manholes. This method of locating 
the perched ground water elevation is consistent with the method utilized for the 
hydrostatic uplift of the liner system calculations. 

No action is required. 

.. : ;  l).<SrOi 
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Design Doswings 

8 1 ) Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA Commentor: DSW 
Section I: Various drawings Pg I: Borrow pit bine I: Code: c 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: The borrow pit has been changed from being subdivided into smaller units each 
with its own sediment basin to one large basin. The sub-unit each with its own 
basin would have smaller areas of disturbed area earth exposed at any one time, 
those areas not in use could be stabilized. Please explain why this was changed. 

Response: As per the DCP, a maximum of 95 acres can be disturbed at one time in the 
borrow area. The sedimentation basin in the borrow area is designed to  handle 
flows for the worst case scenario which is the tributary 00 the entire borrow area 
with 95 acres of the borrow area disturbed. It is more cost effective to have one 
basin then to have three. Also see response to Comment 78 above. 

Action: No action is required. 

82)  Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Drawing 1: 9OX-6000-X-00003 Sheet I: X-3 Section I:  Code: c 
Original Comment W 

Comment: Existing ground elevation contours line type on the air photo do not match the 
line type for existing ground elevation contours shown in the legend. 

Response: The contour line type will be corrected in the FDP. 

Action: As per response. 

83) commenting Organization: Ohio €PA Commentor: DSW 
Section W: Drawing 90X-6000-G-00036 Pg I: bine I: Code: 
Original Comment 1: 

Comment: An additional temporary sediment basin is located east of the sediment basin 
shown. This second sediment basin should also be shown. 

Response: Temporary Sedimentation Basin 9A will be shown on Sheet 90X-6000-G-0009 5. 

Action: As per response. 

84) Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA Commentor: DSW 
Section 1: Drawing 90X-6000-G-00018 and others Pg #: Line 1: Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: This drawing indicates that the leachate will be piped to the Biodenitrification 
Surge Lagoon, as does the SWECP, Page 9-1, Lines 44-55, and the DCP on Page 
2-50, Section 2.5.3 A. Howewer in other parts of the package the leachate is 
said to be piped to the stormwater drainage control (SWECP, Page 3-2, Lines 28- 

0 0 ~ ~ 5 ~  
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29, Page 3-3, Lines 4-5, Page 3-3, Lines 10-1 2, and the DCP Page 2-10) or the 
AWWT (Permitting Plan and Substantive Requirements, Page 2-1 8 Lines 19-23). 
As the leachate should have a higher contaminant level than the stormwater, the 
leachate should be pumped directly to the AWWT for treatment. 

Response: The above documents will be reviewed and revised to indicate that leachate will 
be piped to the 8iodentrification Surge Lagoon. 

Action: As per response; 

85) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW 
Section #: Drawing 90X-6000-G-00020 Pg #: Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 

Comment: It appears from this drawing and the referenced detail #43 on G-31 that the 
stormwater management system and the leachate collection system are 
connected so that the stormwater will flow into the leachate collection system. 
This should be separate. 

Response: The gravity drainage inlet structures drain to surface water channels. The 
leachate collection system is below the gravity drainage inlet structures and is 
entirely separate. 

Action: No action is required. 

86) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Drawing #: 90X-6000-G-001707 Sheet #: G-40 Section #: Code: 
Original Comment # 

Comment: As stated in Note 4, the horizontal monitoring wells are not shown on the 
grading drawings G-5 to G-1 1. However, it is not apparent and is not stated that 
the horizontal monitoring wells are to be installed at  each cell. Section E on 
Sheet G-1 1 shows only one horizontal monitoring well. It would be appropriate 
to install monitoring wells at every cell. Please include the locations of all 
horizontal monitoring wells on the appropriate sheets. 

Response: Plans will be revised to show monitoring wells. A control point table will be 
added io Sheet G-40 to indicate location s i  monitoring wells. 

Action: As per response. 

87) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Drawing #: 90X-6000-G-001707 Sheet #: G-40 Section #: Code: 
Original Comment # 

Comment: The bollard posts shown on Section 126 seem to be located in the access 
corridor. Will this create a problem for traffic on the access corridor? 

33 .. . 
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Response: The bollard posts are located adjacent to the access corridor. The location is 
considered acceptable considering the limited traffic using the access corridor. 

Action: No action is required. 

88) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: Geofrans, Inc. 
Drawing #: 9OX-6000-M-00052 Sheet I: M-9 Section I: Code: 
Original Comment # 

Comment: What is the purpose of the 2. overflow pipe shown on Section A? It appears 
that this pipe breaches the primary containment. 

Response: The 2" overflow pipe was placed in the wall of the permanent lift station riser 
to prowide an additional level of redundancy for the alarm systems. In order for 
liquid to reach the overflow pipe, the following failure scenario would have to 
occur: 

The level transmitter in the wet well would fail to a liquid level below the high- 
high level. This type of failure is unlikely because the level transmitter is 
designed to fail to the high-high level. The failure of the level transmitter would 
prevent the activation of the motor-operated ball valve and could allow the 
accumulation of liquid in the permanent lift station if the inflow exceeds the 
pump capacity or if the pumps are inoperable. The overflow pipe would allow 
the  rising liquid in the permanent lift station to enter the annular space and 
trigger the alarm for the secondary containment before the leachate reached the 
top of the riser. This redundant alarm capacity would allow an additional 
opportunity for response to prevent an uncontrolled release of liquid from the 
access cover. 

. 

The additional alarm redundancy provided by the overflow pipe and the resulting 
potential to prevent a spill would appear to offset any benefit of maintaining 
complete separation between the wet well and the annular space e t  a time when 
overflow is imminent. 

Action: No action is required. 

Leachate Conveyance System Package 

89) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Drawing I: 92X-5900-N-00322 Sheet W :  1\5-0002 Section I: Code: 
Original Comment I 

Comment: Note 5 states that a difference of 5% between the flow meters in the first and 
eleventh manholes will trigger an alarm condition. The difference will be 10% 
before the force main pumps are automatically shut off, as stated in Note 6. 
This is the only form of leak detection for this double contained leachate 
transmission system. It is possible that a leak in the primary containment pipe 
which is less that 5% of the total flow could fill and then breach the secondary 
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containment without being detected. Placing liquid level indicators in each of the 
Clean Out Manholes could eliminate this potential problem. This modification is 
highly recommended, as it would bring the leachate conveyance system leak 
detection system up to par with the OSDF leachate gravity collection piping and 
gravity leak detection piping. 

Response: The 5% differential is intended to reflect a sudden pipe or joint rupture in which 
case the pumps stop and alarm is indicated. Yes, it is possible that a less than 
5% leak could accumulate; however, the operation and maintenance of the 
entire system shall require periodic inspections and logging of each cleanout 
manhole by the facility owner. These inspections would identify any liquid 
accumulation in the cleanouts and prompt any repairs needed. 

This periodic manual inspection of cleanouts is presently being used on the RA- 
30 Seeps Control from the Active and Inactive Flyash Piles. 

Action: Ensure monthlv inspections of cleanout manholes as written into the Operation 
and Maintenance Manual for the Leachate Transmission System. 

Remedial Action Work Plan 

The Ohio EPA has no commsnts on the Remedial Action Work Plan. 
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Ohio Solid Waste Rulea 

e 

F h  8 EUNV plat with 
each of the following, 
showing the un;t(s) of the 
sanitary landfill facility 
and information 
dtscribing the acreage, 
exact location, depth, 
volumc, and natult of thc 
solid wrrste deposited in 
the Unit(#) of the sanitary 
landfill facility: 

name & d r e s s  of load 
zoning authority, or 
authority with jurisdiction 
over Ioml land use 

 me & d r e s s  of the 
booni of health having 
jluisdiction 

Table 4 3  
NOTICE IN DEED OR OTHER TRANSFER INSTRUMENT 

I have fdcd a wrlvcy plat 

following, showing thc 
with each of the 

location and dimensions 
of the disposal facility 
and its individual units, 
and a lu2ord of the typc, 
location and quantity of 
wastemattrialdispod 
within cach unit of the 
disposal facility: 

MN & d r e s s  of l o d  
zoning authority, or 
authority with 
jurisdiction over l o d  
land use 

Regional Administrator 
of EPA Region 5 

CERCLA FEW 

5 I have fdcd a wrrvcy 
plat with each of the 
following, Showing the 
location & dimensions 
of the On-Site Disposal 
Facility & ita individual 
oellslpheees, and a 
ncord of tho typc, 
location & quantity of 
d ~ o n  W d  
impacttd material 
diepod within t h ~  On- 
Site Diepod Facility: 

Recorder's Office 
130 High street 
Hamilton, Ohio 45001 

ButlerCounty 

(513-887-3409) 
AND 

Hamilton County 
Recorder's Office 
A m :  Registered 
Land Recordings 
138 E. Gout SW, 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
(5 13-632-8336) 

I ....... ............. " ......... .. ......... ... .......... 
Butler County Hcalth 
Dcpmtment 
A'ITN: Environmental 
202 S. Monument 
street Hamilton, Ohio 
45001 
(513-887-5228) 

AND 
Hamilton County 
EmironmentalHcalth , 
Division 
11499 Chester Road, 
Suite 1500 
Sharonville. Ohio 

EPARegionS 
Administrat0 r 
77 W. Jackeon Blvd 
Chicago, Illinois, 
60604-3590 
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Ohio Solid Waste Rules 

0 O h i o B i r o f  
W i n m e n t a l  Protection 

Ohio M d o u s  waste Rules I CERCLA 

0 allremedialaction 
neceQBBIy to protect 
the human health 0 
the environment with 
respect to any mch 
hazardous substances 
remaining on the 

taken before the date 
of such transfer. and 

P w m  - 
0 any additional 

remedial action found 
tobnecewyafter 
the date of mch 
tranefer ahall be 
conducted by the 

I United states. 

m m  
0 OhioDirectorof 
w i  
Propection 
1800 Waterma& Drive 
P.O. Box 1W9 
Columb, Ohio 
43265-0149 

A covenant wamntm * gthat- 

0 damedialaction 
V t o P - h  
humanhealth0h 
emrironmcnt with 
m p t  to MY much 
hazardow mibstanccs 
remining onthe 

before the date of mch 
transfer, and 

0 any additional amedhl 
action found to k 
necescuyafterthedate 
of uuch transfer shall  
k conducted by the 
united statee. 

Properpy ken t&en 

................................ "......"....I.. 
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9.0 CUSI'OD IAL MGMTENANC EANDCONTING ENCY REPAIR 

9.1 Introduction 

This section explains the procedures to be used by the DOE to determine when maintenance or contingency 
repairs are needed at the FEMP OSDF. In general, the decision to conduct maintenance or contingency repair 
will be based on the results of follow-up site inspections or contingency site inspections (see Section 8.0 for both), 
which assess problems at the site. 

This section will establish maintenance activities and their frequency, fulfilling the requirements to do so 
established in the appropriate regulations [Ohio hazardous waste rules OAC 374546-18(A) & (C) in lieu of federal 
hazardous waste regulations 40 CFR $$265.118(~)(2) and 264.118@)(2)]. The following subsections address 
custodial maintenance of the security system (e.g., fencing, gates, signage) and the impacted materials containment 
system 'as summarized below. 

SECURITY S Y S E M  

Repaidreplacement of sections of fence(s) and gates due to normal wear, severe weather 
conditions, vandalism 
Replacement of warning signs for similar reasons 

-ACTED MATERIALS CONTAINMENT S Y S E M  

Maintain the integrity and effectiveness of the final cover, including making repairs to the 
cap/cover as necessary to correct the effects of settling, dead vegetation, subsidence, erosion, 
leachate outbreaks, or other events [Ohio solid waste rule OAC 3745-27-14(A), and Ohio 
hazardous waste landfill rule OAC 3745-68-10 in lieu of federal hazardous waste regulation 
40 CFR $265.3101 

Seeding and mulching repaired areas 
Maintaining surface water run-on and run-off drainage features to prevent erosion of or other 
damage to the final cover [Ohio solid waste rule OAC 3745-27-14(A), and Ohio hazardous 
waste landfill rule OAC 374568-10 in lieu of federal hazardous waste regulation 40 CFR 
$265.3101 

. 

Mowing 

Control of burrowing animals 

9.2 Conditions Reauiring Maintenance or ReDair Actions 

Inspection reports and monitoring results will be reviewed and site conditions will be compared from 
inspection to inspection so that trends of changing conditions can be determined. Identifiable trends will provide 
a means for predicting when maintenance or repair will be needed. The DOE, in conjunction with EPA and 
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OEPA, will decide whether or not to initiate custodial maintenance or contingency repair. After the decision to 
initiate maintenance or a contingency repair, a statement of work will be prepared for the work to be performed. 
The maintenance or repair action required to correct a site problem will be dependent upon the nature of the 
problem. Although the details of maintenance or repair actions that may be needed throughout the postclosure 
care period cannot be reliably predicted in advance, examples of conditions which may require custodial 
maintenance or which may trigger contingency repair are outlined in Table 8-1, along with the appropriate 
action(s). 

When compared with contingency repair, custodial maintenance is expected to be generally less costly, 
smaller in scale, and more frequent in occurrence. In contrast, contingency repairs are very unlikely to be needed; 
however, repair costs may be more substantial due to the size ofthe work force and technical skills required for 
repairs. 

9.3 Maintenance and ReDair 

The following subsections discuss custodial maintenance for the security system, cap and fiial cover, and 
the run-on and run-off drainage features. 

The security system established for the F E W  OSDF includes fencing, gates, loch, and warning signs. 
Routine custodial maintenance or repair of the security systems includes visual inspection and repair or 
replacement of the affected components. Possible problems include deterioration, erosion, or frost heave of fence 
post anchors resulting in fence damage. Normal wear, deterioration, and vandalism is also possible on fencing, 
gates, locks, and signs. Table 9-2 presents the inspection and maintenance activities for these features. These 
activities will be performed as needed as identified during the routine inspections (see Section 7.0). 

Routine custodial and preventative maintenance of the cap and final cover includes visual inspection of 
benchmark integrity, upkeep ofthe vegetative cover, general mowing, clearing of debris, removal of woody weeds 
and seedlings, and reseeding. These activities will be performed as needed as identified during the routine 
inspections (see Section 7.0). Table 9-3 presents the custodial maintenance schedule for these features. 

Note that the need for, and frequency of, grass cutting will depend on the final seed mix selected for the 
OSDF final cover systems. Mowing shall occur at least once annually (in the late fall) at a time when the final 
cover system is reasonably dry. Mowing equipment shall not cause rutting or disturbance of topsoil. More 
fiequent mowing will be specified, if needed, in a subsequent modification to this PCCI Plan (see Section 12.0). 
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Table 9-3 
CUSTODIAL MAINTENANCE SCHEDULE 

Each ApriyMay . Implement m e n t a  or rtpairS M indicated by September inspection. 
R e - d ,  lime and fertilize on'3-year cycles, M needed. 

Inspect site to ddcrmint adequacy of pcrcnninI vcgciativc (grass) 
cover, and to delineate erosion problem. 

--.............. "..............."."..e .... ...""......._..."...." .... .................... " ........ ..." .......... "...I ........ I......"" ....... 11.1- ................................. ........ 
Each September 

Each October Mow ma inside fence to co-1 invasion by woody species. 
Evaluate options for lese fqucnt  mowing, and/or UBC of herbicides 
which affect only woody specits. 

Woody reproduction that develops on the OSDF final cover systems shall be eliminated mechanically, 
chemically, or by fue. Many woody species maintain the root systems when cut and rapidly resprout. The root 
system continues to grow through repeated cuttings and can become extensive. For this reason, chemical 
herbicides (spraying of individual trees and shrubs) or fir shall be preferred for woody species control, as 
eradication of the whole plant including the root system is a primary goal. A combination of mechanical and 
chemical treatment where cut stumps are treated with herbicide to prevent resprouting may also be considered. 
The most effective method for managing woody species vegetation will be evaluated for the OSDF by DOE based 
on available equipment, expertise, and cost. 

rrective maintenance or contingency repair of the final cover may be required 
for one of the following reasons: 

formation of localized depressions caused by subsidence of the emplaced impacted materials; 
progressive deterioration of the cover caused by erosion; or 
destruction of a portion of the final cover by some gross physical event. 

Settlement is not expected to be a significant problem as the OSDF contains little putrescible waste. In the 
case of localized depressions, it will likely be necessary to strip existing topsoil in the affected area and stockpile 
it in an adjacent area. General soil would then be used to fill the settled area to restore uniform grades in order 
to promote proper drainage. Topsoil would then be replaced. Where this phenomenon occurs in the upper cover, 
simple regrading and filling of the depression with compacted fill will likely be satisfactory. All affected areas 
will be reseeded and mulched immediately upon completion of repairs. The following are typical steps to repair 
excessive settlement: 
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1. W e n  maintenance is required, the amount of soil needed should be estimated and arrangements 
for stockpiling or delivery should be made in advance in order to minimize the amount of time 
the repair area is disturbed.. 
?Impall temporary silt control and surface water controls. 
Remove and stockpile topsoil and rooting soil layers. Segregate as necessary. 
Clay can be added to the existing clay portion of the cover or the existing clay (or portions 
thereof) can be excavated and appropriate pill placed to bring the area to acceptable grades. 
Adding clay is preferred since the geosynthetic layer is not exposed and tie-in to adjacent clay is 
not necessary. 
Document clay placement and compaction in accordance with the original construction quality 
assurance program (see OSDF CQA Plan [GeoSyntec, 1996~1). 
Replace rooting and topsoil layers and revegetate. Care should be taken during fmal grading to 
assure the area is tracked perpendicular to the slope to minimize channelization of surface water. 

2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 

Progressive deterioration of the cover caused by erosion will likely be addressed by reconstruction of the 
cover in that area and by amelioration of the erosion problem. This may involve some general regrading in the 
area to modi@ drainage and/or the use of temporary drainage structures and controls to reduce run-off velocities 
until vegetation has been re-established. 

Diversion and drainage channels surrounding the OSDF function to collect mn-off and divert run-on. The 
channels may require mowing and, from time to time, reshaping to control the mn-off in a controlled manner. 
Vegetative growth in and around diversion channels will be maintained by periodic mowing and clearing. Mowing 
of the vegetation on the same schedule as the OSDF final cover system (see Section 9.3.2) will ensure proper 
maintenance of the channels. Any large plants or seedlings will be removed to prevent sediment buildup and 
damage caused by roots. Reseeding and mulching will be performed as needed in bare areas to prevent excessive 
erosion. 

During the routine inspections (see Section 7.0), the drainage channel(s) will be examined for erosion. Any 
problems identified by inspections will be repaired to conform as closely as possible to the original construction 
specifications and drawings. To the extent possible, appropriate measures will be Paken to prevent problems from 
recurring. 

Maintenance of the diversion channel system might be needed in areas of excessive sediment buildup, 
sloughing of banks, or plugging of culverts due to sediment and vegetation buildup. The grade control structures 
- rocks placed at an inlet, outlet, or along the length of a drainage channel - might also require maintenance 
for sediment and vegetation buildup. Appropriate actions will be taken to address these situations, including 
cleaning out and/or recontouring channels, repair of banks, and unplugging of culverts. Table 9 4  presents the 
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